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evolutionism lost its scientific prominence to competing theories of cultural relativism, the enduring concept of inheritance kept this order largely intact. This essay explains the shift from a tripartite racial model to a binary one as the simultaneous appropriation of Native American cultures into, and the exclusion of African American culture from, national culture. The former process meant that red was no longer perceived as an independent category that had to be distinguished from white; the latter meant that white and black had to remain mutually exclusive.
This analysis contributes to theorizations of "translation" (Cheyfitz 1997 ), "playing Indian" , and "going native" (Huhndorf 2001 ) by rethinking racialization as a project that used national narrative, enlightenment theories of progress, and evolutionism to produce a particular form of determinist history. By historicizing these epistemological processes, I hope to enhance rather than marginalize the material historical conditions through which red "disappeared" as a visible category and the white/black binary was consolidated. Through military campaigns against Native American nations, their containment in reservations, and the fragmentation of their lands, the United States attempted to deprive Native Americans of sovereign nationhoods. At the same time, the "color-line" separating African American citizens from white ones was inscribed legally through Plessy v. Fergusson (1896) . Immigration and naturalization policies helped adjust the new black/white binary to new circumstances and prevent the proliferation of national racial categories by limiting immigration from East Asia and broadening the white category (Jacobson 1998 ). This history accounts for the erosion of the red category, but it does not explain the epistemological foundations of this erosion.
Morgan wasn't the first to entertain the fantasy of inheritance in which colonial and U.S. culture is nourished by consuming Native American cultures, but he was the first to turn this fantasy into a persuasive, influential scientific theory whose conceptual import has yet to be completely discarded. Earlier articulations of this fantasy include comparisons between Native Americans and the Picts (the imagined ancient ancestors of the British) (Lemay 1978, 201-3) , and Pocahontas's christening as Rebecca-the biblical mother of the red Esau, who sold his birthright to his younger twin brother Jacob (Genesis 25:23-34)-which symbolized both the nonviolent dispossession of the red person by the newcomer and a Christian amalgamation of red and English people. 2 Morgan provided new, influential frames for old questions. 3 His concept of evolutionary inheritance is a key to the consolidation of ethnology as a project that interpreted and constructed racialization within a scientific discourse of nation building. I begin by tracing the role of race in Morgan's cultural evolutionism, and considering the divergent positions he assigns to white U.S. citizens, Native Americans, and Africans. Next, I examine Morgan's conceptualizations of inheritance, family, and hospitality as key factors in the "disappearance" of red and its appropriation into white national discourse. I conclude by discussing the ironic endurance of Morgan's legacy, despite the refutation of his work in anthropological literature. The focus of this last section zooms out of Morgan' s works as I analyze the endurance of his thought by examining late twentieth-century legislation in relation to anthropological museums.
This historical fast-forwarding demonstrates the significance of Morgan's contribution to anthropological practice long after his death.
Race and Evolution
During the twentieth century, race has become entangled with culture and ethnicity, which were cast either as its intimate relatives or its antonyms within debates about the roles of biology, tradition, lifestyle, and performance in identity formation. 4 But in Morgan's work, the noun "culture" is insignificant. The adjectives "cultural" and "ethnical" are synonyms, and both are subordinated to an evolutionary scheme. His usage of "race" reflects the noun's divergent etymological sources: an earlier, Old Norse one, denoting running over a certain course, and a later one from the Romance languages, denoting the classification of groups by "common descent." 5 The Old Norse meaning no longer bears relevance to formulations of social distinctions, but in Morgan's thought, these two aspects of race-running and descent-were intertwined. Race, in this context, is a complex concept that ties geographic origin to movement over a course in time. In his 1877 cultural evolution masterpiece Ancient Society, Morgan portrays each race (common-descent group) as a distinct evolutionary link advancing in a progressive race (running) toward attaining and perfecting civilization.
This evolutionary scheme relied on Scottish enlightenment theories, which were "taught as textbook gospel in [nineteenth-century U.S.] colleges" (Pearce 1988, 89) , and which divided humanity into a progressive succession of savagery, barbarism, and civilization. Morgan elaborated this plan of history by breaking savagery and barbarism into subdivisions (each of which constituted an "ethnical period") and by mapping historical and contemporaneous human populations onto particular "periods." Human history was the cumulative, teleological development from the lowest stage of savagery to civilization. Almost every racial or ethnic group (in the modern sense) had a fixed location on this progressive scale. Africans, as I will explain, were significantly excluded from this linear continuum. Different "ethnical periods" were distinguished by their respective arrays of institutional, technological, and epistemological features, according to which their locations on the scale of progress could be determined. Each "ethnical period" was also indebted to all preceding periods, whose achievements and experiences it enjoyed; thus, savagery "launched" the "human race" "upon its great career for the attainment of civilization" (Morgan 1985, 527) , and in "the period of Barbarism," the descendants of savages "wrought out" the "fruits" of their ancestors' labors. The "civilized descendants" of both, Morgan writes, are "still perfecting" them (527) . Progress is attained by the collective accumulation of property and its bequeathal by less developed "races" to more advanced ones. Morgan's first book, League of the Ho-de'-no-sau-nee, or Iroquois (1851) , provides an example of such inheritance: a trail between "the Hudson and lake Erie" had been "handed down from race to race" of Native Americans and eventually became the New York state turnpike (Morgan 1954, Vol 2, 94-95) . 6 Race here distinguishes not only Native Americans from white U.S. citizens; it also differentiates among Native American groups living in various historical periods.
Each "ethnical period"-a term that Morgan often used to differentiate among what was later termed various racial groups-reflects "a marked advance upon its predecessor . . . in the variety and amount of property" (Morgan 1985, 525) so that property, its accumulation, and its transfer set evolution in motion. Several groups stand out in this scheme: Aboriginal "Australians and the greater part of Polynesians," for example, represented, "when discovered," the earliest extant "ethnological period," which Morgan calls the "Middle Status of Savagery" (10) . 7 But most important are (white) U.S. citizens, Native Americans, and excluded Africans, whose respective functions are instrumental for grasping Morgan's perception of race and its facilitation of the move from a tripartite to a binary model of national racialization.
White, Red, and the Exclusion of Black
Civilization-the product of cumulative inheritance-is nowhere more evident for Morgan than in the United States; the republic's democratic institutions and national culture, he argues, are "perfecting" the "fruits" of preceding periods more significantly than any other society. Classified within the "Aryan family," which "has proved its intrinsic superiority by gradually assuming the control of the earth," the United States represents the apex of civilization because it alone has achieved the "overthrow of privileged classes," as Morgan articulates the exceptionalist myth of the United States as an almost classless society (553, 551). The United States is also distinguished by its privileged proximity to former "ethnical periods" of its own, represented by Native American societies, portrayed as the ethnological object of study par excellence:
The Indian family of America, unlike any other existing family, exemplified the condition of mankind in three successive ethnical periods. In the undisturbed possession of a great continent, of common descent, and with homogenous institutions, they illustrated, when discovered, each of these conditions, and especially those of the Lower and Middle Status of barbarism, more elaborately and completely than any other portion of mankind. (16) The privileged evolutionary position of the United States-its civilized progress and proximity to earlier cultural stages-turns its national culture into a theater of racial inheritance. While the United States is at the forefront of civilization, the cultural evolution of Native Americans was "arrested" at an "ethnical period" that Morgan dubs the "middle status of barbarism" (539).
Arrested development keeps Native Americans away from two institutions that Morgan associates exclusively with the upper status of barbarism and the dawn of civilization: "slavery" and "nations" (540). 8 Ostensibly incompatible with slavery, Native American societies can be imagined as antidotes to its ills; their putative lack of a concept of nations helps justify colonization.
Having previously enjoyed the "undisturbed possession of a continent," Na- The most striking feature of this account-second only to its blatant racism-is the implicit though powerful separation of Africans (who seem associated here with Africa but not with America) from both humanity and U.S. culture.
The data for Systems was gathered before, during, and after the Civil War; Morgan couldn't have simply forgotten African Americans. He refrains from discussing actual slavery even though the diminished "numbers" of "people of pure negro stock" may be attributed to the slave trade; despite the fact that the claim for intellectual "feeble[ness]" invokes the stereotypes fostered by the slaveholding society; and although his otherwise monogenist views challenged pro-slavery polygenism, which was articulated by Louis Agassiz at Harvard (Kuper 1988, 44) . Systems was the product of an ambitious project of global dimensions: by finding similarities and relations among the kinship terminologies of as many languages as possible, Morgan hoped to prove that the entire "human family" shared a common origin. Unable to collect so much information alone, he was helped by the Smithsonian Institution, government officials, and missionaries. All that effort was motivated by faith in monogenism. Yet in stark contrast to the linear scale connecting the pasts and presents of numerous populations, the "unknown past and mysterious present" of Africans are theirs alone, shared by no other group and unavailable for ethnological inquiries. Morgan excludes the kinship terminology "of the Negroid family" from the detailed tables published in Systems, and his discussions of African societies makes no room for African Americans, who are thus left, in Du Bois's term, within a "veil" (1968, 16) , which preserves the distinction between white and black, in both Morgan and Du Bois's texts. This "veil" fixes the boundary separating white from black; its absence between red and white means that this latter distinction is blurred.
Morgan's respective treatments of Native Americans and Africans must be contextualized within the prevailing racial imagination of his contemporary United States, which was still dominated by the red/white/black trio. The exclusion of Africans became a powerful factor in preparing the ground for a red/white merger that could presumably transcend the national problems that racists associated with the very presence of people of African descent in the United States. At the top of Aryan "civilization," the United States, as I show above, seems to Morgan the most refined product of universal cultural evolution. As prenational communities with no notion of territorial sovereignty, Native Americans are appropriated into and subsumed under the white, civilized nation-state in a process of natural succession. Unstained by slavery, moreover, Native Americans signal a way out of national crises, to be established by strengthening the natural ties between red and white, and excluding black from a national imagination and from global human history. By leaping from an imagined Native American past to the post-Civil War United States, Morgan imagines that slavery never existed, and portrays the colonization of Native American lands as a natural event. The existence of Africans is perceived as an aberration in national, scientific, and human terms. Their presence in the United States is thus represented as stemming from a historical accident rooted in inappropriate human intervention in a teleological evolution. Cultural-evolutionary inheritance is presented as a corrective that can erase this error and establish a new national and scientific order that would absorb red into white and make black disappear. 9 Slavery and nations represent moral milestones in Morgan's view of property as the fuel of progress. While slavery emerges at an early point in the development of property relations, and must be overcome in the process of civilization, the concept of nations-which develops shortly after slavery-manifests the morality of civilized life as nations stabilize the relations between people and property. The future of civilization is one in which slavery-and its byproduct, "aristocracy"-would end with the "overthrow of privileged classes," a process that has so far, Morgan claims, been accomplished only "in the United States" (1985, 540, .
Envisioning the growth of civilization through the appropriation of red by white, Morgan deviates from the strict teleology of his cultural evolution and imagines a two-way merger that enables the United States to efface the stain of slavery and avoid the excessive accumulation of property:
The time will come . . . when human intelligence will rise to the mastery over property, and define the relations of the state to the property it protects. . . . A mere property career is not the final destiny of mankind, if progress is to be the law of the future as it has been of the past. . . . democracy in government, brotherhood in society, equality in rights and privileges, and universal education, foreshadow the next higher plane of society to which experience, intelligence and knowledge are steadily tending. It will be a revival, in a higher form, of the liberty, equality, and fraternity of the The higher "revival" of the "ancient gentes" was a motivating, controlling idea in Morgan's thought and ethnological practice. His interest in Native Americans emerged from the central role he played in the early 1840s with a secret fraternal society that was initially called "The Gordian Knot" and whose purpose was to contribute to the creation of authentic national literature. Before long, the fraternity became "The Grand Order of the Iroquois," as Morgan and his fellow members reoriented their search for authentic national expression toward Native American cultures (Resek 1960; Bieder 1980) . Throughout Morgan's career, his ethnological work integrated the appropriation and study of Native American cultures for nation-building purposes to the extent that the two can hardly be distinguished in his texts.
By highlighting the role of inheritance in Morgan's evolutionary thought, I add another dimension to the mutually-constitutive activities of appropriation and study to which he was devoted. A "revival, in a higher form" means that inheritance by appropriation not only reproduces but also improves the appropriated and inherited origin. This version of cultural appropriation entails more than "imperial nostalgia" (Rosaldo 1989 ). Its consequences reach beyond the terms through which Philip Deloria analyzes the shift in Morgan's career from the "Grand Order of the Iroquois" to ethnology. Deloria locates Morgan on two sides of a border, between romantic perceptions of Native Americans as "interior Others" to modernist ones in which Native Americans are recast as "exterior Others" (1998, 93) . 11 Inheritance intensifies appropriation and turns it into a natural process.
Through inheritance, Morgan and other white U.S. citizens could imagine that they internalized concepts and practices associated with Native Americans into their very selves. As property of white Americans, such concepts and practices became heirlooms to be passed on to the next generations.
In the following section I explain the complexity of inheritance in more detail.
The Nation's Red Ancestors
Morgan's inheritance scheme (which highlights the influential role of Native American cultures in the formation of white U.S. culture) may seem incompatible with nineteenth-century neo-classical trends (which cast ancient Greece and Rome as the symbolic origin of national culture).
Morgan interweaves both ideological strands by defining the evolutionary stage of ancient Greece and Rome as the end of barbarism and the dawn of civilization, in two "ethnical periods" that bridge the gap between Native American existence in putative barbarism and the presumably advanced U.S. civilization (see Table I ). This formulation of racialization in terms of property and inheritance rests on a logic of race that both preceded and succeeded Morgan and that has been inextricably intertwined with property and inheritance. Connoting both the material goods that one has and the inherent, organic qualities that define who one is, property and inheritance are contextualized by both economic and natural discourses, whose intersection constructs possessive individualism (Macpherson 1964; Handler 1991) . In terms of natural property, inheritance is perceived today primarily as a biological process through which what we call genetic makeup is transferred from ancestors to their offspring; this aspect of inheritance is seldom mentioned in Morgan's works. 12 Morgan's discussions of inheritance were often divorced from biological concerns, and were formulated in the economic terms of "the relation of the state to . . . property." This focus on racialization as a process that is founded on property relations enables us to examine Morgan's thought in light of theorizations of race that highlight material patterns and policies that perpetuate discriminatory divisions (Lipsitz 1998; Wiegman 2002) . Inheritance merges evolutionary History with national history through curious double periodization. The universal "ethnical periods" are complemented in North America (mostly the U.S. portion, though this is partially valid for Mexico as well) by another set of three periods: the "aboriginal period," the "period of discovery," and the period of "American civilization" (Morgan 2003, 63, 105, 44) , which represent the linear building blocks of American (i.e., U.S.) history (see Table II ). This sequence serves as the implicit, national-history parallel of the savagery-barbarism-civilization continuum of evolution's History, and it helps naturalize the transfer of the "possession of a great continent." The "period of discovery" represents a decisive break, foreshadowing the imminent disappearance of Native Americans and their replacement by U.S.
"Americans." The "American civilization" period embodies the reward of
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cultural evolution: former colonizers become "American" by virtue of having inherited the fruits of the "aboriginal period." In evolutionary History, the temporal distance between Native Americans and U.S. citizens is immense, but in this version of U.S. history, the distance is bridged through a grand narrative that almost eclipses the prominence of ancient Greece and Rome. Evolution's History intersects with national history thanks to European "discovery" and colonization, which, once "launched" on the page of History, foreshadow and necessitate the imminent inheritance scheme that turns Europeans into Americans.
Morgan's perception of evolutionary History sounds absurd primarily because, as I show more elaborately below, it was powerfully refuted by modern anthropology's emphasis on relativism and diffusion as the only valid explanations of cultural differences. 13 But absurd as it may seem, Morgan's theory was far from marginal within its contemporaneous intellectual climate. Elisabeth Tooker defines him as "one of the most influential of all nineteenth-century anthropologists" (1992, 357). His centrality probably stemmed from his ability to respond to, reflect upon, and articulate the concerns and convictions of the intellectual milieu of mid-nineteenth-century Britain and the United States. His ideas may not have been accessible or influential in the arena of popular culture, but they were well received and had followers in elite intellectual and institutional circles. Ancient Society-by far his most influential book-was distributed to workers of the Bureau of Ethnology, a government agency that, at that time, functioned as the nerve center of U.S. anthropological practice, and whose official doctrine was Morgan's cultural evolutionism (Longacre 2003, x) . 14 As David Wallace Adams writes, the book gave the "idea of social evolution" its "authoritative verification" and provided the "intellectual framework" for not only scientists, but for philanthropists and reformers, as well (Adams 1995, 14) . 15 Beyond the United States, nineteenth-century scholars of kinship and social evolution used Morgan's ethnological data (Tooker 1992, 371 replaced its presumed 4,000-6,000 years with a much longer span extending thousands of years into the past (Grayson 1983; Stocking 1982) . 16 This newly established duration of human existence supported monogenist theories, which Morgan shared, and which portrayed humanity as a biologicallyunified group with common descent. Despite his polygenist classification of the "Negroid nations," Morgan intended for his evolutionary work on the "Human Family" to achieve three goals: to refute polygenism; to establish a progressivist framework of human History that would negate the hypothesis according to which "non-civilized" populations devolved from previously higher stages of existence; and to lay the foundations for a national science of Native Americans. In this vision, the U.S. "nation" was white-devoid of Kinship studies were a powerful tool in this project, which promoted the idea of a monogenetic, African-free "Human Family" and the prominence of the nuclear, "monogamian" family. Morgan distinguishes two basic systems of kinship terminologies, which represent two stages in humanity's cultural evolution: an earlier ("classificatory") one characterizes Native American and other languages, and a later ("descriptive") one is shared by the languages of "civilized" Europe and the United States, among others. In the latter "descriptive" system, family ties are exclusive: "Each relationship," Morgan explains, "is . . . independent and distinct from every other." The European or U.S. "ego"-the product of the nuclear family-has one "father" and one "mother." By contrast, the Native American "classificatory" system is inclusive; it "reduc[es] consanguinei to great classes . . . [and] applies the same terms to all the members of the same class." Therefore, in Native American languages, Morgan argues, each "ego" can have several fathers and mothers because the same-sex siblings of the biological parents are also regarded as ego's "mothers" and "fathers" (1997, (12) (13) . he uses it as an integrated model of human progress and national history while representing the process by which European colonizers, arriving in America as "guests," eventually become "American." In this theory of domestic evolution, Native American domesticity is constructed as inclusive and hospitable by rules such as "communism in living," the sharing of resources in "large, joint-tenement" households, and "the ownership of lands in common," which extends "communism" and sharing beyond the household, applying them to the continent. These rules seem to lead naturally to "the law of hospitality":
If a man entered an Indian house in any of their villages, whether a villager, a tribesman, or a stranger, it was the duty of the women therein to set food before him. . . . The same hospitality was extended to strangers from their own and from other tribes. Upon the advent of the European race among them it was also extended to them. (2003, 45) This definition extends Native American hospitality to European colonists; Morgan supports his argument by quoting colonizers and explorers from John Smith to Lewis and Clark, whose voices serve as evidence that, in their ostensibly uncorrupted condition at the "period of discovery," Na- This inheritance is both abstract and material, as is illustrated by a graphic example of cultural evolution provided by Morgan in Houses. In 1878, while visiting Aztec pueblo ruins in New Mexico, Morgan "brought away" several specimens, including two "stone[s] from doorway" (2003, 179, 180) . Back at home, writing Houses, he compares these stones to "a sandstone cut by American skilled workmen in the form of a brick," whose engraving he prints next to that of the pueblo doorway stone (see Figure 1 ).
Appreciating the Pueblo doorway stone, Morgan writes:
The Village Indians of America were working their way experimentally, and step by step, in the art of house-building, as all mankind have been obliged to do, each race for itself. (2003, 180) The modern brick seems to have no part in this evolution, which invokes a self-sufficient "race" advancing slowly "for itself." But the graphic juxtaposition of the two images brings to mind the (later) image associated with Darwinian evolution in which several primates comprise an ancestral chain that begins with a crouching ape and ends with an erect Homo sapiens. Morgan's image of masonry's evolution implies that the stage at which "each race [works its way] for itself" is only temporary, and eventually leads to the transfer of the property of "Village Indians"-both intangible technological knowledge and tangible "ruins"-to the hands of white U.S. Thus, the succession of the "aboriginal" period by a more advanced "American" period is portrayed as natural evolution rather than violent colonization. Hoping for a positive reception of his last book-offered as a contribution towards reducing "romance" and advancing "science"-Morgan ends the book thus:
I have now submitted all I intended to present with respect to the house architecture of the American aborigines. . . . Should the general reader be able to acquiesce in this interpretation, it will lead to a recognition of our aboriginal history, now so imperatively demanded. (2003, 276) A few decades later, when few U.S. anthropologists would "acquiesce in the interpretation" of evolutionary progress, Morgan would be respected primarily for helping to divert "our ethnography" from an ostensibly romantic course to a putatively scientific one. But Morgan's most enduring legacy lies at the intersection of "our ethnography" with "our aboriginal history." This intersection is anchored in national discourse, which makes the possessive adjective "our" intelligible in both phrases, and which turned it into the principal guiding force of U.S.
anthropology until after World War II, when "the intimate relationship between anthropology in North America and the study of the American Indian" no longer defined the discipline (Darnell 2001, 9) . Whereas before the war, U.S. anthropology found its "unifying cement" in "the 'possession' of the American Indian as its main field of study" (Adams 1998, 6) , the postwar reconfiguration of U.S. foreign relations opened up numerous fieldwork sites from which European powers could no longer exclude U.S.
researchers. For Morgan, "our ethnography" and "our aboriginal history"
were conjoined, but the postwar political climate led to the extension and expansion of U.S. anthropology far beyond studies of Native American cultures. Subsequent developments, primarily in the wake of decolonization and globalization, have transformed the discipline over the last half century, severing the ties that had previously anchored it to the imagined fixity of identity, place, culture, and nation. These radical shifts impacted anthropology departments in universities, but in museum anthropology, whose earlier days had been shrouded in Morgan's legacy, the fiction that
Morgan called "our aboriginal history" lived longer. It is in museum anthropology that the logic of inheritance proved most powerful.
The power that U.S. museums had exercised over the ownership, representation, and handling of Native American human remains and objects resulted in the striking convergence of museum-related and human rights legislation. Long after Morgan's death, U.S. museums continued to claim proprietorship over a vast array of Native American human remains, burial sites, objects, and artifacts (which had been considered the rightful property of the United States) as though they were bequeathed-according to Morgan's vision of Native American property-as a reward for the new "American period." The academic institutionalization of anthropology meant that museums lost the exclusive hold they had once enjoyed over studying and defining Native American cultures, but they haven't lost their hold over countless objects and remains that have been acquired-and often stolenfrom these cultures. Only with the passage of the National Museum of the American Indian Act (1989) and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (1990) did the United States recognize Native Americans' human rights for federal protection from grave looters (Trope and Echo-Hawk 1992) . Had the Native American holdings in anthropological museums not included human remains, it's doubtful whether this legislation would have been as unequivocal as it was; the shocking discovery that the Smithsonian Institution had been holding the remains of thousands of people helped promote this legislation in the face of competing claims for the interests of science. 17 The practices of U.S. anthropology museums are particularly significant for this discussion of racialization as a process founded on concepts of inheritance because through these practices, museums redefined the relations between death and inheritance. The logic of inheritance (by which property passes from the deceased to the living) stems from a fundamental distinction between human proprietors and property, a distinction grounded in the mutually constitutive relationship between proprietorship and personhood. In U.S. history, this distinction was most violently and obviously disregarded by slavery. The violations of this distinction in U.S. treatment of Native Americans have attracted less attention, and despite these violations, neither slavery nor the ongoing colonization of Native Americans disrupted U.S. narratives of the republic's protection of individuals' freedom under benevolent democracy. U.S. republicanism, as Carol Rose states, defined individual personhood through property: "'the people'" were "only those citizens who had the property necessary to make them 'independent' and thereby capable of participating in governance" (1994, (61) (62) . 18 The holding of human remains by museums meant that the deceased-and Native
Americans in general, potentially-were considered primarily as property;
this redefinition was crucial for extending Morgan's logic of inheritance so that it would be applicable not only to Native American cultures, but also to Native American people, who became potential heirlooms of the U.S.
national public.
Conceptualizations of inheritance are vital for the perception, possession, and management of cultural meanings and property associated with the past; today, discussions of cultural property often focus on the benefits (or lack thereof) of preservation for the living successors of dead ancestors (Harding 2003) . 19 Morgan and his contemporaries' practices highlighted the "salvaging" of objects and meanings from the contemporaneous Native
American societies that they viewed as destined to disappear. This sense of disappearance and the putative "disappearance" of the red category from the national racial imagination intersected in museum practices as the ostensibly disappearing remains of a Native American past-and present, and possibly, ironically, future as well-could presumably be salvaged only through national appropriation. This process of translation, by which Native Americans could be represented as props for constructing U.S. national narratives, has been represented as a quasi-natural evolution despite undertones of racial difference.
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Even outside of museums, Native American cultures have been perceived as the cultural property, national patrimony, and history of the United States. The national discourse in which "our" national community intersects with "our aboriginal history" relies-implicitly but powerfully-on a persistent logic of inheritance in U.S. popular culture, from films such as Pocahontas, (Edwards 1999) , to the toy industry (Yellow Bird 2004) , to sports mascots (King 2004) . The distinction between refuted theories and enduring legacies explains why, even though Morgan's "ethnical periods" ceased to make ethnographic sense long ago, his insistence on the intersection of "our ethnography" and "our aboriginal history" has retained its validity until at least the late twentieth century.
The "recognition" that he "imperatively demanded" has more than simply materialized, and can be partially measured by the replacement of the tripartite racial imagination by the binary "color-line." Redefined as the property of a white national community, red no longer required a distinct category.
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